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November 01,2005 

Senator Me1 Martinez 
United States Senate 
317 Hart Senate Oftice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Martinez: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to 
change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your 
constituents. including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the 
unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into 
the system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses 
one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone 
who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources 
wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless 
users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones 
due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from 
high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly 
detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue 
with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC 
information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass 
along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like 
ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And 
according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC ofticials, the FCC has plans to change 
to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know 
how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this 
matter. 

Sincerely, 

Kathy Skilton 

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 
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61 Fall St., Seneca Falls, New York 13 148 

Senator Charles Schumer 
U S .  Senate 
3 13 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 10-0001 

November 02,2005 10:46 AM 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Schumer: 

I am concerned about the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) effort to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Your constituents will be 
negatively impacted by this unfair proposal. Flat fees always favor the rich over working citizens. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into 
the system. If the FCC changes to a flat fee system, someone who uses one thousand minutes a 
month of long distance, pays the same amount as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless 
users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to 
unaffordable monthly increases. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low- 
volume users is radical and unnecessary. This takes away one of modem life's basic tools for many 
people. It would also be a hardship for small businesses. 

The Keep USF Fair Coalition keeps me informed about the USF issue with newsletters and website 
information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass 
along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a low volume, multiple number 
consumer, I would like ensure that I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed 
formula, my service will cost a lot more. According to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC 
officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on this issue and continue to spread the word. I hope you 
will pass along my concerns to the FCC. I believe they know that a flat fee tax will 
disproportionately affect your low to moderate income constituents. Thank you for your continued 
work on many important issues. I look forward to hearing your position on this matter. 
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.~ I FCC - MAILROOM Kurt Marden 
550 Old Harvard Rd. , Boxborough, Massachusetts 01719-1817 

November 01,2005 12:08 PM 

Senator John Kerry 
U.S. Senate 
304 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Kerry: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position 
to change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of 
your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted 
by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more 
into the system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who 
uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as 
someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited 
resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless 
users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones 
due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF 
from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a 
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF 
issue with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to 
FCC information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, 
or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I 
would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will 
cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC 
has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them 
know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this 
matter. 

Sincerely, 

7 h -  



cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress - 
Kurt Marden 

cc: 

The Federal Communications Commission not 
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I Douglas Pippin 

N O V  - 9 2005 154 Mountain Laurel Lane 
Fletcher, NC 28732-5707 November 02,2005 

Senator Elizabeth Dole 
U.S. Senate 
555 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 10-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Dole: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to 
change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your 
constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair 
change proposed by the FCC. 
As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the 
system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand 
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero 
minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be 
penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, 
senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to 
unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high 
volume to low-volume users is radical and umiecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental 
effect on small businesses all across America. 

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with 
monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. 
While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to 
their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure J:am charged fairly. If 
the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my seivice will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent 
;nee'tings with tdp FCC sfficial 
legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a 
flit .fie tad could dispropori5onately affect those in  ybufconstituency. 

Th& , you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about  your position on this tratter. 

I FCC-MAILROOM I 

plans to change to'a flat fee system soon and without .., i; I,.;.. ~ , 
: ( ? . ; *  ~, : . . , . ,  . , . .  

i 

.. . 

I . .  . i :  .' . Sincerely, . .. ' , ,  
. .  - , , ,  , , ' , < # ,  i 

, i , , , . - , .  i > ,  .. ~ . . ,  . .  
, l . ' .  3: , , , , : ' ' 1 1  , ,. , ,  

I 

, , . ? , : , ' , ~ ; , 8  

' . ' ' I  ' ''.I . .  . .  . .  , 
.. . ,_. . .. . , , u t ,  ; ! : ! I ,  

. .  
i . ,  . , . .  . .  I .. ;.,, ,,; ' j ,  .. I. 

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 
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Douglas Pippin n o  I TFn 

154 Mountain Laurel Lane 
I . .  

November 02,2005 NOV - 9 2005 Fletcher, NC 28732-5707 

Representative Charles Taylor 
US. House of Representatives 
231 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 15-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Taylor: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to 
change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your 
constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair 
change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the 
system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand 
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero 
minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be 
penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, 
senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to 
unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF Erom high 
volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental 
effect on small businesses all across America. 

The Keep USF Fair Coaiition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with 
monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. 
While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to 
their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If 
the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, mv service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent . -  
meetingskth top FCC officials, the 
legislatioil. ' '. ' 

has plins to chhge to a flat fee system soon and, without 
,:.. ' L:. .. ::: , .' ~ , ' >  '.,,,,k,,,~ i c  ' j ; l , . .  j: .... : 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
Comniunity. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my  behalf. istting them know how a 
flat fee t a i  could disproportionately , c. affect those in your consfituency. 

Thank you for your continued.work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

'1 

. .  

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin;Congress 
I .  
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FCC - MAILROOM 1 Don Lay -. 

430 Pamela, Mineola. Texas 75773 

November 01,2005 1 1  :40 AM 

Senator John Cornyn 
U.S. Senate 
517 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Cornyn: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to 
change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of 
your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted 
by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more 
into the system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses 
one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone 
who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources 
wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless 
users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones 
due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the knding burden of the USF 
from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a 
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue 
with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC 
information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass 
along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like 
ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And 
according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change 
to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know 
how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this 
matter. 



L 

Sincerely. 

Don Lay 

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin 
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P.O. Box 1198, Memmack, New Hampshire 03054-1 198 

November 01,2005 0153 PM 

Senator John Sununu 
U.S. Senate 
1 I 1 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Sununu: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to 
change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of 
your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted 
by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more 
into the system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses 
one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the f h d  as someone 
who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources 
wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless 
users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones 
due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF 
from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a 
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue 
with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC 
information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass 
along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like 
ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And 
according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC oflicials, the FCC has plans to change 
to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know 
how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 



November 01,2005 11:05 AM 

Senator Evan Bayh 
U.S. Senate 
463 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Bayh: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position 
to change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of 
your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted 
by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more 
into the system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who 
uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as 
someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited 
resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless 
users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones 
due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF 
from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a 
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the VSF 
issue with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to 
FCC information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, 
or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I 
would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will 
cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC 
has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them 
know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 



Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this 
matter. 

Sincerely, 

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 

Sincerely, 

Mary Frances Wolski 

cc: 

The Federal Communications Commission not 



Curtis D Conley 
10052A Grove Ct , Westminster, Colorado 80031 

Representative Mark Udall 
U.S. House of Representatives 
240 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

I FCC - MAILROOM 

November 01,2005 03:28 PM 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Udall: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, 
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their 
bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In 
addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost 
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request you 
pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect 
those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, &n%giess 

Sincerely, 



Curtis D Conley 
10052A Grove Ct , Westminster, Colorado 80031 

November 01,2005 03:20 PM 

- 9 2005 
Senator Ken Salazar 
U S .  Senate 
702 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal 

Dear Senator Salazar: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, 
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their 
bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF fiom high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In 
addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost 
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request you 
pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect 
those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, C'enpress 

Sincerely, 

Curtis D Conley 

eer 



November 01,2005 09:32 PM 

Senator Maria Cantwell 
U S .  Senate 
717 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Cantwell: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to 
change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your 
constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the 
unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into 
the system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one 
thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who 
uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely 
should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless 
users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due 
to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high 
volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly 
detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue 
with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC 
information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass 
along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like to 
ensure that I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. 
And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know 
how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 



Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this 
matter. 

Sincerely, 

Graham King 

cc: Chairman Kevin Martin, The Federal Communications Commission 



November 01,2005 1 1 : 1 1 AM 

- 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear & ~ , A J  E rrlaizT;L’ 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to 
change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of 
your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted 
by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more 
into the system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses 
one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone 
who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources 
wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless 
users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones 
due to unaiTordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF 
from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a 
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue 
with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC 
information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or “pass 
along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like 
ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And 
according to the Coalition’s recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change 
to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know 
how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 



Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position od this 
matter. 

Sincerely, 

LARRY LYNCH 

, 



1 

Harry & Doris Jackson 
207 West First Street, Ellis Grove, Illinois 62241-0103 

November 01,2005 05:55 PM 

Senator Dick Durbin 
U.S. Senate 
332 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 10-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Durbin: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to 
change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your 
constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the 
unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into 
the system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one 
thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fimd as someone who 
uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely 
should not be penalized for doing so. Let's pleast be fair to our poorer neighbors. 

A flat fee tax could cause m y  low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless 
users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due 
to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high 
volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly 
detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue 
with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC 
information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass 
along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure 
I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And 
according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to 
a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know 
how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 



Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this 
matter. 

Sincerely, 

Hany and Doris Jackson Ellis Grove, Illinois 

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 
~ ~~ ~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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Harry & Doris Jackson 
207 West First Street, Ellis Grove, Illinois 62241-0103 

I FCC - MAtLROQM 

November 01,2005 0555 PM 

Senator Barack Obama 
U.S. Senate 
713 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Obama: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to 
change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your 
constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the 
unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into 
the system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one 
thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who 
uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely 
should not be penalized for doing so. Let's pleast be fair to our poorer neighbors. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless 
users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due 
to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high 
volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly 
detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue 
with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC 
information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass 
along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure 
I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And 
according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to 
a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know 
how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 



Thank you for your continued work and 1 look forward to huving about your position on this 
matter. 

Sincerely, 

Harry and Doris Jackson Ellis Grove, Illinois 

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 

_ _ ~ _  - -  ~ 
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W. B. Tichenor 
1212 Torrey Pines Dr., Columbia, Missouri 65203-4824 

November 01,2005 01:ll PM 

Senator Christopher Bond 
US. Senate 
274 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Bond: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to 
change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of 
your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted 
by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more 
into the system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses 
one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fimd as someone 
who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources 
wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless 
users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones 
due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF 
from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a 
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue 
with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC 
information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass 
along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like 
ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And 
according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change 
to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them L o w  
how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituenw 
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Thank you for your continued work and 
matter. 

Sincerely, 

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 

Sincerely, 

W. B. Tichenor 

cc: 

The Federal Communications Commission not 

look forward to hearing about your position on this 



W. B. Tichenor 

November 0 1,2005 01 : 1 1 PM 

RECEIVED & INSPECTED 
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FCC - MAILROOM 

Senator Jim Talent 
U.S. Senate 
493 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Talent: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to 
change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of 
your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted 
by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more 
into the system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses 
one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone 
who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources 
wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless 
users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones 
due to d o r d a b l e  monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF 
from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a 
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue 
with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC 
information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass 
along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like 
ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And 
according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change 
to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know 
how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 



Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this 
matter. 

sicere1 y. 

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 

Sincerely, 

W. B. Tichenor 

cc: 

The Federal Communications Commission not 
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1 FCC-MAILROOM 1 
Roger Christensen 
4122 Huntington Ave. , Janaville, Wisconsin 53546 

November 02,2005 0737 AM 

Senator Russell Feingold 
U.S. Senate 
506 Hart Senate Ofice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Feingold: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to 
change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of 
your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted 
by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more 
into the system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses 
one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the hnd  as someone 
who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources 
wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless 
users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones 
due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the fhding burden of the USF 
from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a 
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition. of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue 
with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC 
information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass 
along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like 
ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And 
according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change 
to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know 
how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 



Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this 
matter. 

Sincerely, 

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 

Sincerely, 

Roger Christensen 

The Federal Communications Commission not 



r 

55 Barrett Rd #504, Berea, Ohio 44017 

November 04,2005 12:42 AM 

Senator Mike DeWine 
U.S. Senate 
140 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator DeWine: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to 
change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of 
your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted 
by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more 
into the system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses 
one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone 
who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources 
wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless 
users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones 
due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF 
from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a 
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue 
with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC 
information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass 
along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like 
ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And 
according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change 
to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know 
how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 



.. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this 
matter. 

Sincerely, 

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress ,----. 

cc: 

FCC General Email Box 
‘ I  
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Roger Christensen 
4122 Huntington Ave. , Jarrzsville, Wisconsin 53546 

November 02,2005 07:37 AM 

Senator Herb Kohl 
U.S. Senate 
330 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Kohl: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to 
change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of 
your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted 
by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more 
into the system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses 
one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fUnd as someone 
who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources 
wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless 
users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones 
due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF 
from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a 
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue 
with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC 
information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass 
along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like 
ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And 
according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change 
to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know 
how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 



Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this 
matter. 

Sincerely, 

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 

Sincerely, 

Roger Christensen 

cc: 

The Federal Communications Commission not 



November 1,2005 03:26 PM 

Repsentative Pete Sessmns 
US. Hoose of Represenmives 
1514 Longwonh Hcrusr Office Building 
W d i n g h m  JX 20515-0001 

Re: F- Joint Board on Universal Service CC Doeket96-45 

Dear Represrmive Sessions: 

I have serious concerns reg- the Federal Conmwnk&ow Commissions’ (KC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) colledion method to a monthly fiat fee. Many of yom conaitaents, inclnding me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, wiU be negatively impacted bywnnfairchange pmposed by the FCC. 

As yon know, USF is currently collected on a revemebasis. People who use more pay more into the 
system. If the FCC changes fhat system to a flat fee, that thaI sanuxme who  use^ one mousaod minutes a 
d of long distance, pays the same ammm into the fond as mnwme who nxs zao miantes of long distpnce a 
d. ConrtituRltsWho use meir limited resources wisely shnldmt be penalized fordoing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long digtanee risers, like sbdents, prepaid wireless users, 
senior citizms and low-iooome reskkdd and rural mmmers, to give up their phones due to unaffordabk 
d y  increases on rheiibills. shifting fhe funding burden of the USF fmmhigh whnneto low-volume users is 
radical and urmecessary. In addition, it would have a highly deshmM effect on small businesses all acmss 
America. 

Ihe Keep USF Fair Coalition, of whieh I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with 
monthly mktters and up to date informaaon . on their website, +ndudinglinksto FCC in fodon.  While I am 
awaremat federal law does notreqniremmpaniea to recover, or “pass along” k fees to theireustomers, the 
realily is that they do. As a collsumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers 
taxed, m y  service will cost more. And accordi to the coalitint’s recent meetings with top FCC oflicii, the 
Pcc has plans to change t~ a fiat fee system soon and withnut legislation. 

I will conthneto mwitordevelopmts on the issue andcontinue to spread the word to m y  armmunity. 1 
request yon pass dong my co- to theFCC on my behalf, letting them kmw how a flat fee tax muld 
disproportionstty affect those in y m  constihaeacy. 

Thank yon for y m  continued work and I look rlm~ard to hearing about your posirion on miS matter. 



November 1,2005 0326 PM 

Dear &lator Hutchison: 

I have serious WII&TIIS regadngtbe Federal C- Ommusso ' ns'(pCC)pitiontochangethe 
Univ& Service Fund (USF) eolledion memod to a monthly flat fee. Many of your cormtituents, inctudiog me, 
my tiieds, h d y  andneighbors,willbenegahvely i m p a c a e d b y t h e u n f a i r ~ p r o p o g e d b y ~ ~ ~ .  

As you haoar, USF is aumuiy mllec(ed on a revam basis. People who use more pay more into the 
system. Ifme ECC changes mat sysieinto a flat fee, mat means that someone who uses one moasand mimnes a 
mOam of long distmx, pays the same amount mto the iimd as mmeone who uses zero mimatea of long digtaax a 
moolh. Constituenrs who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distpnce users, like sludmts, prepaid wireless users, 
senior citimls and low-iacome residential and rural eonarmer~, to give np their phones due to unaffonfabfe 
roOnrmy hweases on their bills. Sifting the hnding burQn of USF from bigh volume to low-vdume usem is 
radical and umtecessary. In addition, it would have a bighiy deuinoenral effmt on Sman businesses all ~cmss 
Anmica. 

l l w  Keep USF Fair Coslition, of which I ama member, keeps me iaformed about the USF issue with 

awaretbatfededlaw does not req* compank TO recow, or "pass dong" these fees t o e  custonrxs, the 
reality is that they do. As amnsmner I d like ensure1 am charged r;cirty. If the FCC goes to a nnmbem 

PCCbaJ plans to chaoge to aflatfee systansormandwimart legislaiion. 

moothly newsleaers andup to date i o f o ~ o n m e i r w e b s i t e ,  indudinglinks to Fcc information. while1 am 

taxed, my service win mstm0E. And sceordiogto the coalitioll's recent meetings wiih top FcC officials, me 

I will contimreto monitordevebpmmts on the issueandconthe to spread the word to my eommnnity. I 
request you pass along oxy cumem to the FCC 011 my behaif, letting tbem know how a flat fee tax could 
d i s p l o p o ~ y  affect tbase in your molditueacy. 

Thank you for yonr amtimed work and I look faad to bearing about your position on this matter. 



November 02,2005 03:26PM 

Dear Senator Cornyn: 

. 'ons'(FCC)posiriontochangethe camrussl . .  1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal 
Universal Savice Fond (USF, collection metbod to a mxdhly flat fee. Many of yonr ooostituems , inclndiag m, 
my 5iendS. family andosighbors, WiUberqatively impaaedbythe unfair changepmposedbytheFCC. 

As yon know, USF is currently collected on a rev- basis. people who nse more pay mre into the 
system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that meam that 9omeo~ who uses one thousand minutes a 
month of tong distnnce, pays the sirme amount into the fuod as someone who uses zzm minutes of long disbmce a 
m. Con&wn&who nse their limited resoureeswidy should not be penalired frr doing so. 

A &at fee tax muld cause many low-volume long disrance users. like stodcots, prepaid wireless users, 
senia: citi?ms and low-income mdemial and loral co~~smne~s, to give up meir phones due to donlabbe 
monthly increases ontheirbillri. SMting the fimdiugbarden ofthe USF fmmhigh volnmeto kiw-volume users is 
radical and urmece88a~y. In sddition. it wouM have a highly denhncmal e i f e a o n s m p l l ~  allacross 
America 

The Keq USF Fair coalition, of- I am a manber, keeps ~f% iafonoed about the USF issue with 
mOnrmy newaleaers andnp to date information on kirwebsite, iododiog links to FCC information. while1 am 
aware that fedaal law does not reguire compaoies to recover, or "pass along" mere fees to their cnstonms, the 
reslity is thatihey do. As aeonsuma I arwldlike emme I am c h g e d  fairly. If the Pcc gas to a numbers 
taxed, my savicewiu cost more. And amordiog to mecoalitirm.srecentmeetings Walcop H3cof6Ciais. the 
FCC bas plans to change to a flat fee system soon and withontlegislatioa 

I wiucontinneto monitor developments on the issue and d u e  to spread the word to my mmmnniiy. I 
mpxt yon pess along my u~lcems to the Fcc on my behalf, lea& them know bow a Bat fee tax could 
dispropmtionately aftktthox h yourconatituency. 

Thanlr yon for yonr continued work and I look forward to heahg about your position on mis matter. 
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November 01,2005 11:OO AM 

David Stan 
127 Shore Drive, Williamburg, Virginia 23185 

Senator George Allen 
U.S. Senate 
204 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Allen: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to 
change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of 
your constituents, including me, my fiends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted 
by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more 
into the system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses 
one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone 
who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources 
wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A k t  fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless 
users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones 
due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF 
from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a 
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue 
with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC 
information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass 
along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like 
emure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And 
according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change 
to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my khaK letting them know 
how a flat fee tax could disproportionately a e c t  those in your constituency. 



4. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this 
matter. 

Sincerely, 

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 

Sincerely, 

David Stanfor 

cc: 

The Federal Communications Commission not 



November 01.2005 03:30 PM 

Senator JOKKYI 
US.  Senate 
730 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on CJniversal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Kyl: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to 
change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of 
your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted 
by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you h o w ,  USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more 
into the system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses 
one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone 
who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources 
wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless 
users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones 
due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the fimding burden of the USF 
from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a 
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue 
with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC 
information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass 
along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like 
ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And 
according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change 
to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community, I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  
how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 



Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this 
matter. 

Sincerely, 

\ cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 

cc: 

\ The Federal Communications Commission not 
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4122 Huntington Ave. , Janeszlle, Wisconsin 53546 

November 02,2005 07:37 AM 

Representative Paul Ryan 
U.S. House of Representatives 
1 113 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 15-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

~ 

Dear Representative Ryan: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to 
change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of 
your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted 
by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more 
into the system. Ifthe FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses 
one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the hnd  as someone 
who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources 
wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless 
users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones 
due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF 
from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a 
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue 
with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC 
information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass 
along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like 
ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And 
according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change 
to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know 
how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 



Thank you for your continued work and I look fomard to hearing about your position on this 
matter. 

Sincerely, 

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 

Sincerely, 

Roger Christensen 

cc: 

The Federal Communications Commission not 


